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DETAILED ACTION 

1. The amendment filed on 2/19/2008 lias been fully considered and made of 
record. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

2. The text of those sections of Title 35, U.S. Code not included in this action can 
be found in a prior Office action. 

3. Claims 1. 2, and 5-9 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being anticipated by 
Griffin (US61 44870). Davies et al. ("The Rate Dependence of Confer Polvurethane 
Foams") is used as extrinsic evidence. 

Griffin discloses a catheter tip comprising a tubular shaft with at least one lumen 
extending therethrough and a hole extending from the outer surface of the shaft to a 
corresponding lumen, such that an electrode lead wire is passed through a lumen and 
out through a hole, wherein the a portion of the electrode lead wire that extends out of 
the hole is wrapped around the shaft at least one full turn (see abstract; see Figs. 2-6). 
A ring electrode is slid along the shaft to a position directly over the wrapped wire, and 
thereafter it is compressed diametrically at one end so as to be fixed in place on the 
shaft, having a flared skirt shape (see col. 5, Ins. 1-6). The electrode is then swaged to 
reduce its diameter so as to secure it to the catheter tip and make contact with the lead, 
such that the inner diameter of the ring electrode is about the same as the outer 
diameter of the shaft and the outer surface of the lead wire is generally flush with the 
outer surface of the shaft (see col. 5, Ins. 6-15). Prior to swaging, a sealant is placed 
between the electrode and the shaft (see col. 2, Ins. 16-19), thereby sealing the exit 
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hole. The electrode lead wire is stripped of insulation at the portions extending out of the 
hole (col. 4, Ins. 30-40). The shaft is made of polyurethane (col. 3, Ins. 20-30) and may 
be heated to so as to soften the material of the shaft (col. 4, Ins. 40-45). Note that 
although Griffin does not actually disclose the temperature at which the heating takes 
place, inherently a heating temperature must be applied which results in softening for 
the particular polyurethane used. Davies et al. disclose a polyurethane with a softening 
temperature of 90°C (underlined portion, page 118), so if such a polyurethane is used, 
clearly, it should be heated to about 90°C. Also note that the angle of flaring seen in Fig. 
6 appears to be between about 4 degrees and about 8 degrees, and in particular about 
6 degrees. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

4. The text of those sections of Title 35, U.S. Code not included in this action can 
be found in a prior Office action. 

5. Claims 3-6 and 9 are reiected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Griffin as applied to claim 1 above. 

6. Regarding claims 3 and 4, Griffin does not disclose wrapping the lead wire 
around the shaft at least two times nor using a clove hitch arrangement to secure the 
lead wire to the shaft. 

7. At the time the invention was made, it would have been obvious matter of 
engineering design choice to a person of ordinary skill in the art to wrap the lead wire 
around the shaft more than once and to use a clove hitch arrangement because the 
Applicant admits that the particular arrangement is not essential, as long as the 
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electrode lead wire is secured to the surface of the shaft (page 2, Ins. 25-35). Therefore, 
any wire arrangement that results in a secure connection will be adequate. 

8. Therefore it would have been prima facie obvious to modify the invention of 
Griffin to obtain the invention as specified in claims 3 and 4 because such a modification 
would have been considered a mere design consideration which fails to patentably 
distinguish over the prior art of Griffin. 

9. Regarding claims 5 and 6, to the extent the applicant disagrees with the 
assertion that the flaring angle is between about 4 degrees and about 8 degrees. Griffin 
does not specifically discuss the flaring angle. 

10. However, at the time the invention was made, it would have been obvious matter 
of engineering design choice to a person of ordinary skill in the art to form a flaring 
angle of between about 4 and about 8 degrees, in particular about 6 degrees, because, 
as discussed above (claim 1) and as seen in Fig. 5, the flared skirt is formed by 
pressing one end of the ring electrode so as to secure it to the shaft. As one of skill in 
the art would appreciate, since one end of the electrode is secured to the shaft, it does 
not matter what the flaring angle is, and it may easily be within the range specified by 
the Applicant. 

1 1 . Therefore it would have been prima facie obvious to modify Griffin to obtain the 
invention as specified in claims 5 and 6 because such a modification would have been 
considered a mere design consideration which fails to patentably distinguish over the 
prior art of Griffin. 
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12. Regarding claim 9, to the extent Applicant disagrees that Griffin discloses the 
claimed limitations, it still would have been obvious for one of ordinary skill in the art at 
the time the invention was made to select such a material based on its suitability for the 
intended use. In other words. Applicant's choice of the claimed polyurethane material is 
a mere design consideration, and one of ordinary skill in the art would have found it 
obvious to select this or another type of polyurethane as the material for the shaft. 

Response to Arguments 

13. Applicant's arguments with respect to claims 1-9 have been considered but are 
moot in view of the new ground(s) of rejection. 

Conclusion 

14. Applicant's amendment necessitated the new ground(s) of rejection presented in 
this Office action. Accordingly, THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. See MPEP 
§ 706.07(a). Applicant is reminded of the extension of time policy as set forth in 37 
CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action Is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action Is mailed, and any 
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1.136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later 
than SIX MONTHS from the date of this final action. 
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Any inquiry concerning tliis communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to LIVIUS R. CAZAN whose telephone number is 
(571)272-8032. The examiner can normally be reached on M-T 6:30AM-5:00PM. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Peter Vo can be reached on (571)272-4690. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 

/A. Dexter Tugbang/ 
Primary Examiner 
Art Unit 3729 

/L. R. CJ 5/5/2008 
Examiner, Art Unit 3729 



